Study of the Implementation of the
ESEA Titlel — Part C
Migrant Education Program

August 2019

Prepared for:
U.S. Department of Education
Office of Planning, Evaluation and Policy Development
Policy and Program Studies Service

Prepared by:
Leslie M. Anderson
Julie Meredith
Policy Studies Associates

Rebecca Anne Schmidt
Jaunelle Pratt-Williams
Deborah L. Jonas
SRI International

Kirk Vandersall
Arroyo Research Services



This report was produced under U.S. Department of Education Contract No. GS-10F-0554N/BPA Order ED-PEP-16-
A-0005/TO01 with SRI International. Joanne Bogart and Victoria Hammer served as the contracting officer’s
representatives. The views expressed herein do not necessarily represent the positions or policies of the
Department of Education. No official endorsement by the U.S. Department of Education of any product,
commodity, service, or enterprise mentioned in this publication is intended or should be inferred. For the reader’s
convenience, this publication contains information about and from outside organizations, including hyperlinks and
URLs. Inclusion of such information does not constitute an endorsement by the Department.

U.S. Department of Education
Betsy DeVos
Secretary

Office of Planning, Evaluation and Policy Development
James Blew
Assistant Secretary

Policy and Program Studies Service
Greg Fortelny
Director

August 2019
This report is in the public domain. Authorization to reproduce it in whole or in part is granted. While permission to
reprint this publication is not necessary, the citation should be: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Planning,

Evaluation and Policy Development, Policy and Program Studies Service, Washington, D.C., 2018.

This report is available on the Department’s website at:
http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/opepd/ppss/reports.html.

Availability of Alternate Formats
Requests for documents in alternate formats such as Braille or large print should be submitted to the Alternate
Format Center by calling 202-260-0852 or by contacting the 504 coordinator via email at om_eeos@ed.gov.

Notice to Limited English Proficient Persons

If you have difficulty understanding English, you may request language assistance services for Department
information that is available to the public. These language assistance services are available free of charge. If you
need more information about interpretation or translation services, please call 1-800-USA-LEARN (1-800-872-
5327) (TTY: 1-800-437-0833) or email us at: Ed.Language.Assistance@ed.gov. Or write to: U.S. Department of
Education, Information Resource Center, LBJ Education Building, 400 Maryland Avenue SW, Washington, D.C.
20202.

Content Contact:

Joanne Bogart

Phone: 202-205-7855

Email: Joanne.Bogart@ed.gov



http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/opepd/ppss/reports.html
mailto:om_eeos@ed.gov
mailto:Ed.Language.Assistance@ed.gov
mailto:Joanne.Bogart@ed.gov

Contents

LI o =T o TN v
ACKNOWIEAZMENLS ....ciiiiiiiniiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiniiieiisisiiseetiieesansssisesttteesssssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnsssns vii
EXECULIVE SUMMAIY .ccuiiiiieiiiiiiiiiiiiiinitieiitrreeis s s s s et reae st e sae st e sessssssnessssesnsssssenssssssensssssennesnss viii
V11 o Yo o] [} -V AN SEE X
SUMMATY OF FINAINES ...veiieiiiiie ettt e e e e et e e e et e e e e abee e e e abaeeeesseeeeanstaeeeanstneeeansenas Xi
Identifying, Recruiting, and Prioritizing Migratory Children for MEP Services........ccccccveeecvveeeennnen. Xi

Using the Migrant Student Information Exchange (MSIX) to Improve Services and Supports
fOr MIgratory CHilArEN........c.uii it e e e s e e s saa e e e e neaeeeenaaeeas Xii
Providing MEP Services to Eligible Migratory Children ........cccccuveeieeiieeinciee e xiii
Collaborating to Deliver Services to Eligible Migratory Children.........cccccceeoviiiiiiieeee e, XVi
16073 Tol [T 1o} o H TP TS PRSPPI Xvii
Chapter 1. INtrodUCHiON......cciieuiiiiieicireccrrrccrrreee e eerrensesrennsessenssessennssssssnnssssssnsssssennsssssennsssssnnns 1
STUAY OVEIVIEW ..evvieiieiei ittt e e e eeecttree e e e e s et te e e e e e s e seaabtaeeeeeeeasassstaaeeeesesaanseaeeeesesssansstanaeeeessnnnssrnnneeseaann 2
R (0T Y WY o o 1Y SRR 2
Program AdMINISTIation .......ccicciieiiiiiie et e e et e e e eta e e e s sata e e e sbteeeeebtaeesentaeessantaeeeanes 3
STUAY DESIZN OVEIVIEW ...evviiiiiiiie ittt e ceitee ettt e e ettt e e e s tte e e s sbee e e sateeeesbteeeessbaeeeesbaeeeenssaeeesnseeeennnsens 5
Y= 1] o] TSI =T 1 o o ISP 5
SUT Y S ittt ettt e e e et e e ettt e e e e e e e e e ee et eseeeeeeeaa e b e e eee e e e et et eeeeeeeeetba b aeeeeeeeeaetb e eeaaaaaaaes 5
Y TSIV A LAY T2 Y o (SRR 6
D) = 6o | [=Tot i o T3 W T TSP PRSP PRSI 7
U Y S ettt et e e e et ee et e e et e et e et e et e et e e e e e et et e e et e e eeeeeaeeeees 7
SIEE ViISIES vttt 7
FAN 1YL 311/ 1= o o Yo PSPPI 8
SUIT Y S ittt ettt ettt e e e e e ettt et ee e s e e e e e e te e aeeeeeeee e e et e eeeeee e e et b e e e e e e e e e ae b e e eeeeeeteebaaeaaaaaae 8
SIEE VSIS -ttt e s 9
Ry A0 e 1Y I 011 =L o SRR 9
Chapter 2. Identifying, Recruiting, and Prioritizing Migratory Children for MEP Services ..........ccceee.... 11
Managing the Identification and RECruitment ProCeSS.......ccccuiiiiiiieieiiiiee ettt 12
Strategies Used to Identify and Recruit Migratory Children ..........ccoccveeeiciiee e 15
Recruiting Eligible Migratory Out of SChool YOUth .........cooviiiiiiiiie e 17
Prioritizing MEP Services for Qualifying Migratory Children.........cccceeeveiieeiicciee e 18
o R L [ F=q] o111 AV @ ] = - U SRUU 18



Ensuring That MEP Subgrantees Prioritize Services for PFS-Eligible Migratory Children.............. 20

(0 0 F= T oY T U1 0 o F= T V2SS 22
Chapter 3. Using the Migrant Student Information Exchange (MSIX) to Improve Services
and Supports for Migratory Children...........cc i eeeieecccceirerercccerrrrereeesse e e e e e rnenssss s e s seesnnnssssssssseennns 23
Notification of Intra- and INTErstate IMOVES ........cccceviiiiiiieniertere e s 23
Facilitating Interstate Student Records Transfers ... v iiiiiciee et 25
Improving Practices Intended to Mitigate Educational Disruptions for Migratory Children ............... 26
(0 T oY <Ta YU T2 4 - T2 PSPPSR 28
Chapter 4. Providing MEP Services to Eligible Migratory Children.......ccccccceeiiiiiiinniiiiiiiiiinenniiicnnnnne. 29
Selecting Services to Meet Migratory Children’s NEEdS ......ccccvcciiiieiie e et 30
Sources of Influence in the Selection Of SErVICES ........ccviriierii i 31
Using Evidence and Data to Inform the Selection of MEP-Funded Services ..........ccoceeeeevveeennnen. 32
Serving the Instructional and Support Needs of Migratory Children..........ccccoocvveeeieiieieicciee e 35
INSEMUCTIONA] SEIVICES ..ttt ettt s sttt e r e e e b 35
SUPPOIT SEIVICES ..euueiiiiiieiieiiiiitee e e e e ettt e e e s sttt e e e e s s s s sabbtteeeesssasbbataaeessessassttaaeeesssassssaeaeesssnnnnes 41
RETEITAl SEIVICES «..eeeiiieiiie ettt ettt ettt et st e bt e s bt e e st e e s bt e e bbeesabeesabeeesabeesareas 44
(0o =Y o1 T YU a1 3 o V- T 2SS 45
Chapter 5. Collaborating to Deliver Services to Eligible Migratory Children ........ccccovvveiiiiiiniicnninnnnnns 47
Developing and Formalizing Collaborations with Other Agencies and Organizations............c............ 47
Fi Yo LV o Tor TorV AT a Yo I @ LU N ¢ =T Yol o RSN 48
FOIrMal AGIFEEIMENTS ...uviiiiiiiiiie ettt ettt et e e et e e e te e e e staeeeesatbeeeesataeeesssseeeanssaeeennsraeesansseeas 49
Collaborating With HEP @nd CAMP .........uviiiiiiie ettt sttt e st e e e sbae e e ssata e e s snteeessreeeesanns 51
Collaborating with Other Agencies and Organizations .........cccocveiiiriieii e 53
Collaborating to Provide INStructional SEIVICES........uuiiiiiiicciiiiieee et e e eerree e e e 54
Collaborating to Provide SUPPOIt SEIVICES ...ccciiicviiieeeee ettt e e e e ssveare e e e s e s snarrnaeeeeee s 56
(01 oY o1 =T YU T a1 0 o - TV 2SS 58
Chapter 6. CONCIUSION .....ccceeeeeiiiciiiiiiiieeeeeeereeennensseeerreennnnssssssssreesnnsssssssssneesnnsssssssssnesnnnnssssssssneennnnnes 59
L3 =] =T =T ot =N 61



Exhibit 1.
Exhibit 2.

Exhibit 3.
Exhibit 4.
Exhibit 5.

Exhibit 6.

Exhibit 7.
Exhibit 8.

Exhibit 9.

Exhibit 10.

Exhibit 11.

Exhibit 12.

Exhibit 13.

Exhibit 14.
Exhibit 15.

Exhibit 16.

Exhibit 17.
Exhibit 18.

Exhibit 19.

Exhibit 20.

Exhibits

State subgranting and service-delivery structures for the Migrant Education Program.......... 3

Number of migratory children ages 0—21 identified as eligible to receive MEP services

and number of MEP subgrantees, by state, 2017-18.......cccoooeeiiiiiieeee e 4
Characteristics of site visit states based on 2015-16 data .......ccceeveeeveeeeiieenieeree e, 7
State MEP ID&R management structures, 2017—18 .......cceeevviiiiiieeeeeieiiirree e e eecireeeee e e e e 13
Strategies state and local/regional recruiters used to identify and recruit migratory

(o] o 11 (o =Y o TR A O R SRR 16
Academic risk criteria state grantees and local/regional subgrantees used to define

PFS eligibility, 2017—18.......cooiiiiiieieiieeiiee st stee ettt sttt e e ste e s be e s sbbe e sateesabaesbaeesabeesabeeens 19
Changes to PFS academic risk eligibility criteria under ESSA, 2017-18 .......ccccccvvvveeecrveeeennnnen. 20

State strategies used to ensure local/regional subgrantees prioritize services for PFS
MiIgratory Children, 2017—18 .......cccciii it e e e e ebae e e e ebe e e s eatee e s sabaeeeeaees 21

Extent to which MSIX improved timely notification when migratory children move
Lo o I =) =T A O At < TN 24

Extent to which MSIX facilitated migratory student records transfer across states,
DA O e < SRS 25

MEP directors’ and coordinators’ perceptions of the extent to which MSIX improved
practices intended to mitigate educational disruptions for migratory children, 2017-18.....26

Sources of influence on state MEP grantees’ determination of specific services for
migratory Children, 2017—18........ouu i e e e e e et rre e e e e e s e sanbraeeeaeeeeensnrenes 31

Percentage of state MEP grantees and local/regional subgrantees that could
disaggregate various types of data by students’ migratory status, 2017-18 ...........ccccceen.n. 34

State MEP structures for providing instructional services to migratory children, 2017-18..36

MEP-funded instructional services that state grantees and local/regional subgrantees

provided directly to migratory children 2017—18 .........ccoeeiiiiiieiciiiee e 38
Percentage of local/regional subgrantees that provided various instructional services to

migratory out-of-school youth, 2017—18..........ccoiiiiiiiiiiee e et e e 40
State MEP structures for providing support services to migratory children, 2017-18 .......... 42

MEP-funded support services state MEP grantees and local/regional MEP subgrantees
provided directly to migratory children, 2017—18 ........cccceieiiiieiiiiiee e 43

Services for which the state MEP grantees or local/regional subgrantees referred eligible
migratory children to others, among referring MEPs, 2017—18 .........cccoivvveeeeeeeicirrreeeeeeeeeenns 45

Outreach activities state MEP grantees and local/regional MEP subgrantees used to
engage with other agencies and organizations to support the needs of migratory
ChIlAren, 20Q7—18........eeieeeeee ettt e ee e e e e e e e e abra e e e e e s e s astaaaeeeaeeeessnssaaeaaeeeennnsnns 49



Exhibit 21.

Exhibit 22.

Exhibit 23.

Exhibit 24.

Exhibit 25.

Types of organizations and agencies with which state grantees and local/regional

subgrantees had at least one formal agreement to collaborate, 2017-18 ...............c.........

Ways in which state MEP directors and local/regional MEP coordinators coordinated

and collaborated with HEP or CAMP, 2017=18......ccooovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiii

Collaboration between MEPs and other agencies and organizations to directly provide

at least one instructional or support service to migratory children, 2017-18 ....................

Collaboration among state MEP grantees, local/regional subgrantees, and other
agencies and organizations to directly provide instructional services to migratory

(ol oY1 Lo =T o T L e < PR UTU

Collaboration between state MEP grantees, local/regional subgrantees, and other
agencies and organizations to directly provide support services to migratory

Lol oY1 Lo =T o T L e < PR

Vi



Acknowledgments

We wish to thank several individuals who contributed to the completion of this report. First, we are
grateful to the many state, regional, and local Migrant Education Program (MEP) administrators and
other staff who participated in interviews and focus groups as part of the data collection for this study.
In addition, we want to thank all the state MEP directors and the hundreds of regional and local MEP
coordinators who took time out of their busy schedules to complete the online survey. Without their
efforts, this report would not have been possible, and we deeply appreciate their assistance.

We are also grateful for the guidance and support of the U.S. Department of Education. In particular, we
thank Joanne Bogart, Victoria Hammer, and Stephanie Stullich of the Policy and Program Studies Service
as well as Office of Migrant Education staff for their careful guidance and support throughout the study.

In addition, we thank the many members of the study team for their thoughtful contributions to the
study. In particular, we thank Derek Riley, Yvonne Woods, and Tandra Turner at Policy Studies
Associates (PSA); Alexandra Ball, Aliya Pilchen, and Katrina Woodworth at SRI International (SRI); and
Brian Curry, Crystal Martin-Nelson, and John Kucsera at Arroyo Research Services. We are also grateful
to Shari Golan of SRl and Brenda Turnbull of PSA for their thoughtful review and feedback on the study
design, data analysis, data collection, and reporting for this study.

Finally, we want to thank the members of our technical working group who helped inform the study
design and final report, including Veronica Aguila, Mary Haluska, Geri McMahon, Carmen Medina, and

Jared Robinson.

While we appreciate the assistance and support of these individuals, any errors in judgment or fact are
the responsibility of the authors.

vii



Executive Summary

The children of migratory agricultural workers and fishers are extremely disadvantaged and more likely
than their nonmigratory peers to live in poverty and experience disconnected educational experiences
that can hinder their educational progress and success (Berger 2014; Quandt et al. 2016; U.S.
Department of Labor 2017; Wiltz 2016). Congress established the Migrant Education Program (MEP) in
1966 through an amendment to the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA). The goal
of the program under ESEA, as amended by the Every Student Succeeds Act of 2015 (ESSA), is to help
meet the unique educational needs of migratory children. % In particular, the MEP seeks to mitigate
challenges associated with mobility that may impede students’ academic success, such as differences in
curricular or academic requirements as students move between and among states.

In fiscal year (FY) 2018, Congress appropriated $374.8 million for the MEP,? with each state’s award
based on its migratory child count, the number of migratory children receiving summer and intersession
services, and the average per-pupil expenditure in the state (ESEA, Sec. 1301(b)). In FY 2018, 46 states
received MEP funding,* and 304,480 migratory children ages 0-21 in the United States were eligible to
receive MEP-funded services and support.® ® The median population of migratory children per state,
among the states that receive MEP funding, was 1,555, but the number varied widely across
participating states. For example, in 2017-18, Nevada had the fewest eligible migratory children, with
106, and California had the most, with 85,198.

States may award subgrants to regional educational service agencies, local school districts, and/or other
local operating agencies, or serve eligible children directly. States have flexibility to administer MEP-
funded services and activities however they believe best supports the needs of the migratory children
they serve. This flexibility is reflected in the variety of grant-making strategies and local subgrantee
types evident in the program. For example, three states made no subgrant awards in 2017-18 and
served migratory children directly. Another six states made only one subgrant award, usually to a
statewide or regional educational service provider to carry out some or all of the state’s responsibilities.
The remaining 37 states awarded a total of 826 subgrants to local school districts (716 subgrants), to

1 Appendix A includes the entire statute, including the statutory definition of a migratory child under ESEA. Appendix A is
available in a separate technical volume at [insert link here].

2 Although the MEP technically serves migratory children and migratory out-of-school youth ages birth through 21, for purposes
of readability we reference children throughout this report. In addition, out-of-school youth refers to migratory out-of-school
youth, not out-of-school youth in general.

3 States receive MEP allocations each federal fiscal year, which extends from October 1 through September 30. The Department
currently awards funds to each eligible state educational agency on July 1. States may obligate those funds for an initial period
of 15 months and an additional 12 months granted by the “Tydings amendment” in section 421(b) of the General Education
Provisions Act (GEPA). In FY 2019, Congress again appropriated $374.8 million for the MEP. The U.S. Department of Education
reserves up to $10 million of this amount to conduct migrant education coordination activities
(https://www?2.ed.gov/programs/mep/funding.html).

4 Connecticut, Rhode Island, West Virginia, Wyoming, the District of Columbia, and the island territories (e.g., Puerto Rico,
Guam, etc.) did not apply for or receive MEP grant awards in FY 2018.

> Only migratory children ages 3—21 are counted for state funding allocations. However, migratory children from birth to 21 are
eligible for MEP services.

6 Based on EDFacts data for 2017-18, the most recent year for which data were available.
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statewide or regional educational service agencies or district consortia (96 subgrants),” and to nonprofit
organizations, including colleges and universities (14 subgrants).

State MEP grantees and local/regional MEP subgrantees carry out a range of activities and services to
support the needs of migratory children, including identifying and recruiting migratory children,
providing instructional and support services that help bolster and sustain the educational progress of
migratory children, and collaborating with other organizations and programs that serve migratory
children (e.g., Migrant and Seasonal Head Start,® the College Assistance Migrant Program, or the High
School Equivalency Program). MEP grantees and subgrantees vary in how they carry out these tasks. For
example, MEP grantees and subgrantees may identify and recruit migratory children directly or assign
this task to others. They also have flexibility to provide a range of services, including direct academic
instruction, online courses, graduation-planning assistance, health and dental care, clothing,
transportation, and other supports that help migratory children progress and succeed in school.

In 2018, this study examined how state MEP grantees and local/regional subgrantees implemented the
program’s four central components—(1) identification and recruitment, (2) records transfer, (3) service
delivery, and (4) coordination and collaboration—and thereby positioned the program to achieve its
longer-term goals of reducing barriers to migratory children’s school success, closing the gaps in their
academic achievement, and increasing their high school graduation rates. The study focused on four
main study questions:

1. How do state MEP grantees and local/regional subgrantees identify, recruit, and prioritize
migratory children for services?

2. How does the Migrant Student Information Exchange (MSIX) system facilitate the transfer of
educational and health information to support enrollment, placement, and accrual of credits for
migratory children?

3. What services do state MEP grantees and local/regional subgrantees provide to migratory
children?

4. How do state MEP grantees and local/regional subgrantees collaborate with other programs and
organizations to deliver services to migratory children?

Key findings from the study include the following:

e Most state MEP grantees relied on their local/regional MEP subgrantees and outside contractors
to manage the identification and recruitment (ID&R) process, including hiring, deploying, and
supervising MEP recruiters. At the same time, states played a significant role in recruiter
training, monitoring, and quality control.

e Most state MEP directors and local/regional MEP coordinators reported that MSIX had
improved timely notification when migratory children moved across states and facilitated
interstate migratory student records transfers.

7 Because the lead district for a local educational agency consortium provides MEP services to eligible migratory children on
behalf of the consortium members, we group such consortia with regional educational service agencies.

8 Funded by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.



e State MEP directors considered a variety of factors in determining specific services to provide or
fund for migratory children, including the needs of migratory children, the availability of funds,
student outcomes, policy priorities, and the services provided by other programs.

e State MEP grantees and local/regional MEP subgrantees that provided direct services to
migratory children most commonly provided supplemental instructional services that included
reading/language arts instruction and mathematics instruction. Among the state MEP grantees
and local/regional subgrantees that directly provided support services to migratory children,
most provided school supplies, language support (e.g., translation or interpretation services),
and individual student advocacy services.

e Most state MEP grantees and local/regional MEP subgrantees that provided direct instructional
and support services to migratory children collaborated with other agencies and organizations
to provide these services.

Methodology

To answer the study questions, the study included a 2018 national survey of all state MEP grantees and
their local/regional subgrantees, including 46 state MEP directors and 821 local/regional MEP
coordinators, generating response rates of 100 and 90 percent, respectively.

In addition, the study included site visits in winter 2018 to a purposive and nested sample of 10 state
MEP grantees, 20 local/regional MEP subgrantees (two per state), and 40 schools or projects
(approximately four per state). Site-selection criteria included the size of the state’s migratory child
population eligible for MEP-funded services, the percentage of the eligible population receiving MEP-
funded services, the percentage of eligible children identified as Priority for Services (PFS), and the
number and type of local/regional MEP subgrantees. Site visitors interviewed MEP staff members,
including state MEP directors and local/regional MEP coordinators and their staff, as well as school- or
project-based personnel involved in implementing MEP-funded services. The interviews provided
examples that illustrate, elaborate on, or give context for the survey findings.

The study team also examined extant data from the U.S. Department of Education’s website ED Data
Express,® from Consolidated State Performance Reports for 2010-11 through 2016-17, and from
EDFacts data for 2017-18. A literature review (Pratt-Williams, Pilchen, Kistler, Schmidt, and Jonas 2017)
summarized information available about MEP services and service partners through public reports,
research articles, and evaluation reports of state MEPs. Together, the extant data and literature review
informed the study questions, sampling approach, instrument design, analysis plan, and final report.

% https://eddataexpress.ed.gov/.
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Summary of Findings

Identifying, Recruiting, and Prioritizing Migratory Children for MEP Services

Most state MEP grantees relied on their local/regional MEP subgrantees and outside
contractors to manage the identification and recruitment process, including hiring,
deploying, and supervising MEP recruiters. At the same time, states played a significant
role in recruiter training, monitoring, and quality control.

Under Section 1304(c)(8) of ESEA, the state is responsible for identifying the number of migratory
children residing in the state but has flexibility to decide whether to manage the process on a statewide,
regional, or local basis. In 2017-18, the majority of state MEP directors (74 percent, or 34 of 46 states)
reported relying on local/regional MEPs to manage the hiring, deployment, and supervision of recruiters
who identify and recruit eligible migratory children. Local/regional MEP coordinators confirmed this
ID&R management structure, with 78 percent reporting that they managed ID&R activities directly.

Recruiters most commonly identified and recruited migratory children using their contacts
in the schools, communities, and businesses that migratory families frequent.

State MEP directors and local/regional MEP coordinators most frequently reported that recruiters
identified and recruited migratory children by developing and maintaining contacts with key groups.
These groups included staff in local schools (100 percent of state MEP directors and 96 percent of
local/regional MEP coordinators), people in communities where migratory families are likely to reside
(100 percent and 83 percent), employers who hire migratory workers (96 percent and 81 percent), and
local businesses and organizations that serve migratory families (96 percent and 77 percent). In
addition, most state MEP directors and local/regional MEP coordinators reported that recruiters
identified children through referrals from other agencies and organizations (91 percent and 71 percent)
and by attending community events (80 percent and 75 percent).

In interviews, local/regional MEP coordinators noted that recruiters often struggled to find out-of-school
youth because, for example, farmers and facility owners no longer granted recruiters access to the work
sites to identify MEP-eligible youth, or out-of-school youth were unwilling to participate in the MEP
because they lacked time to attend school.

MEP coordinators used hoth academic performance and academic risk factors to determine
migratory children’s Priority for Services status.

Introduced in the 1994 reauthorization of ESEA under the Improving America’s Schools Act (IASA),
Priority for Services (PFS) requires state MEP grantees and local/regional subgrantees to identify and
deliver services to the most recently mobile and academically at-risk migratory children before all
others. The PFS requirement has remained a significant focus of the MEP and was further expanded in
the 2015 reauthorization of ESEA by ESSA. The PFS “mobility” factor now includes migratory children
who have moved within the previous one-year period (rather than being limited to children whose
education was interrupted during the regular school year). The PFS “academic risk” factor now explicitly
includes children who have dropped out of school, in addition to those who are failing or at-risk of
failing to meet the challenging state academic standards. Because grantees had only begun
implementing the expanded definition of PFS a few months prior to the launch of the study survey, they
were surveyed only about the criteria they used to define students who were failing or at-risk of failing
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to meet academic standards.C It is important to note, nevertheless, that ESEA requires each state to
identify as PFS-eligible migratory children who have made a qualifying move within the previous one-
year period, and who: (1) are failing or most at risk of failing to meet challenging state academic
standards or (2) have dropped out of school (ESEA Sec. 1304(d)).

Most state MEP directors and local/regional MEP coordinators operationalized “failing or at risk of
failing to meet challenging academic standards” as migratory children who scored below grade level
based on state assessment results (94 percent of state MEP directors and 89 percent of local/regional
MEP coordinators), were English learners!! (85 percent and 78 percent), and/or were retained in grade
for more than one year (80 percent and 71 percent).

State MEP directors and local/regional coordinators also reported prioritizing MEP services for migratory
children based on whether they had dropped out of school (89 percent and 70 percent) or on academic
risk factors, such as changing schools in the past year (74 percent and 75 percent), chronic absence (44
percent and 52 percent), or truancy (32 percent and 40 percent).

Using the Migrant Student Information Exchange (MSIX) to Improve Services and
Supports for Migratory Children

The reauthorization of ESEA under the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 authorized MSIX, a database? to
transfer educational and health information across and within states to facilitate timely school
enrollment, grade and course placement, and accrual of course credits. MSIX maintains an electronic
Consolidated Student Record for each migratory child, including records of a child’s history of school
enrollments; high school course history; credit accumulation; achievement testing; medical alert,
individualized education program (IEP), English Learner (EL), graduation and Algebra | completion
indicators, as well as PFS and immunization records flags. MSIX allows for the Consolidated Student
Record to be transferred within and across states. All MEP grantees are required to upload student
information to MSIX. Its purpose is to mitigate the effects of educational disruptions for migratory
children caused by frequent moves within and across states by providing rapid access to data needed to
identify, enroll, and place migratory children.

More than two-thirds of state MEP directors and local/regional MEP coordinators reported
that MSIX moderately or substantially improved timely notification when migratory children
moved across states.

Most state MEP directors (72 percent) and local/regional MEP coordinators (70 percent) agreed that
MSIX moderately or substantially improved notifications about migratory children moving across states.
In an interview, one state MEP director described MSIX as a useful tool for learning when migratory
children have arrived in his state: “It is nice for the recruiters to go in [to MSIX] and say ‘Oh, this kid has

10 This decision was based on guidance provided by the study’s Technical Working Group.

11 The state and local/regional survey instruments asked respondents about children who were “Limited English Proficient,” the
term used in the Consolidated State Performance Reports. However, in this report, we use “English learner” because that is the
term preferred in the field. “English learner” is also the term used in ESEA, as amended by ESSA. When presenting survey
results in exhibits, we use both terms.

12 |n fact, it is a web-based repository of 76 minimum data elements or MDEs collected and submitted to MSIX by MEP
grantees.

Xii



moved here’ and see that the kid has been in the [MEP] before.... | know the recruiters, all of them, they
use MSIX a lot.”

Most state MEP directors and local/regional MEP coordinators reported that MSIX facilitated
interstate migratory student records transfers.

Among those who said they knew how MSIX affected the records transfer process (93 percent of state
MEP directors and 76 percent of local/regional MEP coordinators), more than three-quarters (76
percent of state MEP directors and 82 percent of local/regional MEP coordinators) agreed that MSIX
somewhat or significantly facilitated migratory student records transfer across states. In interviews,
state and local/regional MEP staff members described MSIX as valuable for expediting enrollment
because it provides critical information for migratory children but explained that information from the
sending schools is often delayed, incomplete, erroneous, or out of date by the time it is received.

The majority of locallregional MEP coordinators and about half the state MEP directors
reported that MSIX had moderately or substantially improved other practices intended to
mitigate the effects of educational disruptions for migratory children, such as the
appropriateness of course placements and the timeliness of school enroliment.

The majority of local/regional MEP coordinators reported that MSIX moderately or substantially
improved other practices intended to mitigate educational disruptions for migratory children, such as
the facilitation of course credit accrual (62 percent), appropriateness of course placements (63 percent),
appropriateness of grade placements (63 percent), timeliness of school enrollment (59 percent), and
reduction in unnecessary immunizations (53 percent). About half of the state MEP directors agreed that
MSIX had moderately or substantially improved these other practices.

In interviews, state MEP directors and local/regional MEP coordinators identified areas for improvement
for MSIX, observing that not all states use MSIX consistently or in the same ways, which can lead to gaps
in information about migratory children. Suggested areas for improvement included ensuring that

(1) data handlers enter migratory children’s full names in MSIX so that student identification and records
transfers can proceed more quickly, and (2) states define student performance as pass/fail to avoid
varied and sometimes inaccurate interpretations of how grades or percentages translate into course
credits.

Providing MEP Services to Eligible Migratory Children

The core of the MEP is the supplemental instructional and support services provided to migratory
children that help mitigate the negative impacts of mobility on school success.® State MEP grantees and
their subgrantees have considerable flexibility to determine the services to be provided with MEP funds,
“except that such funds first shall be used to meet the identified needs of migratory children that result
from their migratory lifestyle, and to permit these children to participate effectively in school,”* and

13 ESEA section 1306(b)(2) requires that “MEP funding be used to address the needs of migratory children that are not
addressed by services available from other Federal or non-Federal programs, except that migratory children who are eligible to
receive services under part A may receive those services through funds provided under that part, or through funds under this
part that remain after the agency addresses the needs” that result from their migratory lifestyle.

14 ESEA section 1306(b)(1).
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state MEP grantees draw on a range of data sources to make their determinations for provisions of
services.

Most state MEP directors considered multiple data sources and factors in determining what
services to provide or fund for migratory children.

The vast majority of state MEP directors identified four factors as important in determining what
services to provide or fund for migratory children: results from the needs assessments of migratory
children (100 percent of state MEP directors), the amount of MEP funding available (98 percent),
migratory student outcome data (98 percent), and availability of services from other programs

(93 percent).

Most state MEP directors and local/regional MEP coordinators reported that their state
information systems permitted the disaggregation of student performance data by
migratory status, which they used to help select instructional and support services to offer
migratory children.

Most state MEP directors (85 percent) and local/regional MEP coordinators (91 percent) reported being
able to disaggregate various data for migratory children. Of those, most reported being able to
disaggregate English learner status (97 percent of state directors and 92 percent of local/regional
coordinators), dropout status (87 percent and 76 percent), whether they had changed schools during
the previous or current school year (87 percent and 84 percent), their state assessment scores (85
percent and 85 percent), and their cohort graduation rates (82 percent and 62 percent).

Notably fewer state MEP directors and local/regional MEP coordinators reported being able to
disaggregate nonacademic dropout-risk factors by children’s migratory status, such as involvement with
social services (22 percent of state directors and 41 percent of local/regional coordinators), involvement
with the juvenile justice system (6 percent and 25 percent), reports of substance abuse (3 percent and
16 percent), and pregnancy or teen parenthood (0 percent and 20 percent).

More than a third of state MEP grantees directly provided supplemental instructional
services and other academic supports to migratory children, including college and career
supports and subject-area instruction.

To mitigate the learning challenges caused by education disruptions that migratory children regularly
experience, 19 states provided, on average, six types of instructional services and other academic
supports to migratory children. Common types of instructional services and other academic supports
states provided directly to migratory children included career exploration and guidance (69 percent),
high school graduation planning and assistance (63 percent), reading and language arts instruction (58
percent), mathematics instruction (53 percent), credit-recovery programs (53 percent), and preparation
for the postsecondary transition (53 percent). In interviews, state MEP directors described the types of
instructional services and other academic supports they directly provided to migratory children, and in
most cases, these were special events, such as college visits or summer camps, which embedded direct
instructional services.

The vast majority of local/regional MEP subgrantees (93 percent) directly provided
supplemental instructional services and academic supports to migratory children, the most
common of which included reading and language arts instruction, mathematics instruction,
and academic guidance and advocacy.
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On average, local/regional MEP coordinators that directly provided supplemental instructional services
and other academic supports reported providing nine types of such services and supports to migratory
children, including reading and language arts instruction (84 percent), mathematics instruction (82
percent), academic guidance and advocacy (80 percent), graduation-planning assistance (76 percent), or
career exploration and guidance (75 percent).

Local/regional MEP coordinators described in interviews services that were unique to their
communities. One local MEP coordinator described providing in-home reading and developmental
support to eligible preschool-age migratory children. Another subgrantee ran an after-school program
for migratory children in grades K-5 that provided supplemental English-language arts and mathematics
instruction as well as enrichment instruction, including science, technology, engineering, and
mathematics (STEM) lessons combined with soccer drills and artists teaching visual and performing arts.
One teacher described the benefits of the after-school support: “These kids need something to come
and do after school, and it’s great that they’re getting more one-on-one time with teachers.”

Locallregional MEP coordinators also reported providing instructional services and other
academic supports to out-of-school youth, the most common of which were academic
guidance and advocacy, reading and language arts instruction, career exploration and
guidance, and mathematics instruction.

More than half of the local/regional MEP coordinators reported providing direct instructional services
and other academic supports to out-of-school youth that included academic guidance and advocacy (59
percent), supplemental reading and language arts instruction (55 percent), career exploration and
guidance (55 percent), and supplemental mathematics instruction (52 percent). In interviews, some
local/regional MEP coordinators explained that the selection of services provided to out-of-school youth
was largely based on the groups’ needs, interests, and access to sources of support.

More than a third of state MEP grantees provided direct support services to migratory
children, including leadership development and language support. Ninety-two percent of
local/regional coordinators reported providing direct support services to migratory children,
including distribution of school supplies, language supports (e.g., translation or
interpretation services), and individual student advocacy services.

In addition to instructional services and other academic supports, state MEP grantees and local/regional
MEP subgrantees also provided an array of support services to address the social, emotional, and health
issues that migratory children regularly experience that can impact their ability to attend and fully focus
at school. Eighteen state MEP grantees provided direct support services to migratory children that most
commonly included leadership development programs (58 percent of states), language support (50
percent), transportation not otherwise provided (39 percent), and individual student advocacy services
(39 percent). The least common support services states provided directly were related to home
supports, including housing guidance and assistance (16 percent), clothing (11 percent), and child care
(11 percent).

Local/regional MEP coordinators reported providing an average of six types of support services to
migratory children, including school supplies (82 percent), language support (74 percent), individual
student advocacy services (65 percent), mentoring (61 percent), transportation (57 percent), and
clothing (51 percent). In interviews, local/regional MEP coordinators described helping migratory
children enroll in school and obtain proper immunizations, transporting families to obtain medical
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services, and conducting home visits to identify and address the needs of migratory children and their
families.

Collaborating to Deliver Services to Eligible Migratory Children

MEP grantees and subgrantees not only identify needs and provide services to migratory children, but,
according to the Department’s Non-Regulatory Guidance for the MEP (USED 2017a), they are also
encouraged to identify other agencies and organizations that might provide a service that addresses an
identified need. Coordinating and collaborating with other federal and non-federal programs is both a
practical necessity and a statutory requirement for efforts to meet the educational needs of migratory
children.

Most state MEP directors and local/regional MEP coordinators participated in outreach
activities to engage with other agencies and organizations in supporting the needs of
migratory children.

Most state MEP directors and local/regional MEP coordinators reported delivering or attending
presentations (89 percent of state directors and 61 percent of local/regional coordinators), attending in-
person meetings (87 percent and 83 percent), and disseminating materials such as informational letters,
brochures, or briefs (80 percent and 78 percent) as part of their outreach efforts. In an interview, one
state MEP director described how twice a year the state team brought together all the agencies across
the state that work with migratory children, including migrant health services, housing services, and the
ED-funded High School Equivalency Program (HEP) and College Assistance Migrant Program (CAMP).
During these meetings, participants described the services they provided, the barriers they
encountered, and how they would like to collaborate. Similarly, another state MEP director described
holding quarterly cross-agency meetings to talk about the needs of migratory children and the agencies
that could meet them.

Half or fewer state MEP grantees and local/regional MEP subgrantees had formal
agreements articulating their commitments to collaborate with other agencies and
organizations to address the needs of migratory children.

Approximately half the state MEP directors (49 percent) and 40 percent of local/regional MEP
coordinators had a formal agreement, such as a memorandum of understanding or cost-sharing
agreement, with an organization or agency to serve migratory children. Among those with formal
agreements, about half had more than one formal agreement (57 percent or 13 state MEP grantees and
47 percent of local/regional MEP subgrantees with any formal agreement).

No one type of agency or organization stood out as frequently being a formal partner for state MEPs. In
interviews, state MEP directors and staff explained that they often relied on informal agreements with
agencies and organizations to serve the needs of migratory children. For example, one state had an
informal agreement with a statewide farmworker health initiative to provide healthcare services to
migratory families, and another described collaborating with the state’s Early Childhood Division (ECD)
to include teachers of migratory preschool students in a statewide professional development network.

Most state MEP grantees and local/regional subgrantees coordinated or collaborated with
HEP and/or CAMP to provide services to migratory children.
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Overall, 69 percent of state MEP directors and 59 percent of local/regional MEP coordinators reported
collaborating in some way with HEP or CAMP. Most did so to distribute program information to
migratory children, youth, and families about HEP (83 percent of state MEP directors and 72 percent of
local/regional MEP coordinators) or CAMP (72 percent and 89 percent); or to share information or data
on migratory children with HEP (87 percent and 70 percent) or CAMP (69 percent and 87 percent).

Most state MEP grantees and local/regional subgrantees that directly provided instructional
and support services to migratory children, including reading and language arts instruction,
student advocacy services, and dental care, collaborated with other agencies and
organizations to provide these services.

For example, of the 11 state MEP directors who reported that the state directly provided reading and
language arts instruction, nine reported doing so in collaboration with other agencies and organizations.
Similarly, of the 605 local/regional MEP coordinators who directly provided reading and language arts
instruction, more than half (54 percent) reported collaborating with other agencies and organizations to
provide these services to migratory children.

When they provided support services directly, most state MEP directors and local/regional MEP
coordinators reported collaborating with other agencies and organizations to do so. Services they
collaborated to provide included student advocacy services (all seven states that directly provided this
service and 89 percent of local/regional MEPs); dental care (all five states and 90 percent of
local/regional MEPs), eye care (all four states and 92 percent of local/regional MEPs), and counseling
and mental health services (all four states and 83 percent of local/regional MEPs).

Conclusion

Most state MEP grantees and local/regional MEP subgrantees have established strategies to identify and
recruit migratory children, ensure the transfer of student records within and across states, provide
supplemental instructional and support services to address the needs of migratory children not
addressed by services available from other federal or non-federal programs, and collaborate with other
organizations and agencies to respond to the needs of migratory children. Most MEP grantees and
subgrantees built relationships with schools, communities, and businesses that serve migratory families
to identify and recruit migratory children. They used MSIX to facilitate MEP participation and the
transfer of student records to help mitigate the effects of educational disruptions for migratory children
caused by frequent moves. Most MEPs selected service offerings to meet children’s needs by
considering funding constraints, outcome data, and other programs available in their area. Most MEP
grantees and subgrantees that delivered direct services to migratory children also collaborated with
other organizations, formally and informally, to more fully and comprehensively address the educational
and health-related needs of migratory children that hinder school success.

In interviews, some state MEP directors and local/regional MEP coordinators reported implementation
challenges that might be addressed by technical assistance and resources. For example, they mentioned
difficulties with locating and recruiting migratory out-of-school youth and sustaining their participation
in services. They also mentioned areas for improvement in MSIX, observing that not all states used